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Introduction 

The 8th Meeting of the COMCEC Poverty Alleviation Working Group was held on 3 November 2016 
in Ankara, Turkey with the theme of “Forced Migration in the OIC Member Countries: Policy 
Framework Adopted by Host Countries”. 

The Meeting was attended by the representatives of 12 Member States namely, Albania, 
Cameroon, Gabon, the Gambia, Guinea, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Pakistan, Palestine, Turkey and 
Uganda. Representatives of COMCEC Coordination Office, SESRIC, UNHCR, Turkish Red Crescent 
Society (KIZILAY), IHH Humanitarian Relief Foundation (IHH) and Turkiye Diyanet Foundation 
have also attended the Meeting.1 

The Meeting began with a recitation from Holy Quran. Afterwards, Mr. Mehmet Metin EKER, the 
Director General of the COMCEC Coordination Office (CCO), and Mr. Gadson ABEMIGISHA, Senior 
Economist, Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development of Uganda and the 
Chairman of the Meeting, made their opening remarks. The representative of the CCO made a 
presentation on “COMCEC Poverty Outlook 2016: Human Development in the OIC”. During the 
presentation on the COMCEC Poverty Outlook 2016, the participants were informed about the 
state of poverty and efforts on poverty alleviation in the world and in the OIC Member Countries. 

Thereafter, the Meeting considered the research report titled “Forced Migration in the OIC 
Member Countries: Policy Framework Adopted by Host Countries” which was conducted by 
Migration Policy Institute specifically for the 8th Meeting with a view to enriching the discussions.  

A moderation session was held at the beginning of the afternoon session. The participants 
discussed on the policy recommendations for improving living conditions of the forced migrants 
in the host member countries. A Room Document was prepared by the CCO, in light of the findings 
of the research report and the answers of the Member Countries to the policy questions which 
were sent by the CCO. At the beginning, the CCO made a short presentation introducing the 
responses of the Member Countries to the policy questions as well as the Room Document. Then, 
participants expressed their opinions and observations about the policy recommendations 
included in the Room Document. 

Following the moderation session, representative of Turkey has shared the experiences of Turkey 
in services and programs implemented for refugees. 

Afterwards, the participants listened to the representatives of UNHCR, Kızılay, IHH Humanitarian 
Relief Foundation and Turkiye Diyanet Foundation to learn about their experiences in programs 
targeting forced migrants. 

 

  

                                                           
1
 The list of participants is attached as Annex 4. 
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1. Opening Session 

In line with the tradition of the Organization of the Islamic Cooperation (OIC), the Meeting started 
with the recitation from the Holy Quran. Afterwards, Mr. M. Metin EKER, Director General of the 
COMCEC Coordination Office welcomed all participants. Thereafter, Mr. EKER explained the 
details of the programme of the Meeting. 

Afterwards, Mr. Gadson ABEMIGISHA, Senior Economist, Ministry of Finance, Planning and 
Economic Development of Uganda, as the chairman of the Meeting, welcomed all the participants 
to the 8th Meeting of the Poverty Alleviation Working Group. After introducing himself, Mr. 
ABEMIGISHA invited Mr. İbrahim Emre İLYAS, expert from the COMCEC Coordination Office, to 
make his presentation on Poverty Outlook in the OIC Member Countries. 

2. COMCEC Poverty Outlook 2016: Human Development in the OIC 

Mr. İbrahim Emre İLYAS, Expert from the COMCEC Coordination Office has presented the key 
findings of the COMCEC Poverty Outlook 2016: Human Development in the OIC. 

In his presentation, Mr. Emre İLYAS explained the state of poverty in the world and in the OIC 

Member Countries by emphasizing key indicators on monetary and non-monetary poverty and  

gave insight on human development in the OIC.  

Mr. İLYAS stated that the most frequently used method is to define poverty in monetary terms, 
such as US$1.90 a day poverty line of the World Bank, or the value of a minimum calorie 
requirement. Poverty headcount ratio at $1.90 a day is the percentage of the population living on 
less than $1.90 a day at 2011 international prices.  

Then, he briefly informed the participants about the indexes used in the outlook. The Human 
Development Index (HDI) which has been produced by UNDP since 1990. The HDI measures the 
achievements in key dimensions of human development: a long and healthy life, being 
knowledgeable and have a decent standard of living. The HDI is a composite index obtained from 
life expectancy at birth, mean and expected years of schooling and GNI. He added that the 
Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) is also a composite index obtained from health, education 
and standard of living indicators. MPI was also generated by UNDP in 2010 and it reflects the 
multidimensional nature of poverty. Furthermore, the Global Hunger Index (GHI) is designed to 
comprehensively measure and track hunger globally and by country and region and calculated 
each year by the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI). The GHI highlights 
successes and failures in hunger reduction and provides insights into the drivers of hunger. 

Mr. İLYAS continued his presentation with poverty situation in the world. The last three decades 
witnessed a significant global poverty reduction. The global poverty head count ratio fell to 10.7% 
in 2013 from 35% in 1990. Similarly the number of poor has decreased by around 1 billion people 
to 767 millon in 2011 from 1.8 billion in 1990. Regarding income groups, while this ratio was 46 
percent for upper-middle income countries, 45 percent for lower-middle income countries and 70 
percent for low income countries in 1990, these ratios fell to 5 percent, 19 percent and 47 percent 
respectively in 2012. 

With regards to non-monetary poverty indicators, he firstly touched upon the HDI. 48 out of 49 
“very high human development” countries are high income countries, and the “high human 
development” category is dominated by upper-middle income countries. Similarly, “medium 
human development” category is dominated by lower-middle income countries. In the “low 
human development category” there are, surprisingly, 2 countries from upper middle and high 
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income groups. The rest of the countries are from low income and lower middle income groups. 
Mr. İLYAS expressed that for most of the cases the income level of a country is in parallel with its 
human development category.  

Regarding Multidimensional Poverty Index, he stated that the index was calculated for 101 
countries in Human Development Report 2015. Almost 1.5 billion people in these countries -about 
29 percent of their population- live in multidimensional poverty. 

Since 2000, significant progress has been made in the fight against hunger. The 2000 Global 
Hunger Index (GHI) score was 30 for the developing world, while the 2015 GHI score stands at 22. 

Despite the lower hunger level reflected by the 2015 global GHI score, the number of hungry 
people in the world remains unacceptably high. According to projections from the FAO, about 795 
million people worldwide are estimated to be chronically undernourished; 51 million children 
suffered from wasting, 161 million children were stunted. Furthermore, about 3.1 million children 
per year die due to malnutrition. 

Mr. İLYAS continued his presentation with the state of poverty in the OIC. He pointed out that the 

OIC represents a highly diverse group in terms of GDP per capita levels. The GDP per capita level 

varies from less than thousand dollars to 144 thousand dollars (Niger and Qatar). According to 

World Bank classification, 7 OIC countries are in high income, 16 OIC countries are in upper 

middle income, 18 OIC countries in lower middle income and remaining 16 OIC countries are in 

low income category. 

Like in the case of GDP per capita, the poverty head count ratio varies remarkably among the OIC 
Member Countries. According to estimates, there are around 375 million poor people in the OIC 
region. In terms of monetary poverty, there is no poor in the high income countries. The poverty 
rate is generally low in the upper-middle income countries except Gabon and Iraq. Lower-Middle 
income countries display a highly dispersed picture and poverty headcount ratio ranges from 
0.08% in Palestine to 62% in Nigeria. Not surprisingly, the poverty headcount ratios of the low 
income countries are very high ranging from a quarter to three fifth of the population. 

As to the multidimensional poverty, Mr. İLYAS stated that according to Human Development 
Report (HDR) 2015, around 470 million people are multidimensional poor in the OIC.  Among the 
OIC countries it is calculated, the multidimensional poverty head count ratio is highest in Niger 
and lowest in Kazakhstan. 

He continued his presentation with the GHI values of the Member Countries which range between 
zero and 46.4. None of the member countries experience an extremely alarming hunger situation 
and 3 countries are in alarming situation while 22 countries are in serious situation of which Chad 
is the most severe one. On the other hand, 9 member countries are in moderate hunger situation 
and 12 countries are in low hunger situation. 

Mr. Emre İLYAS expressed that the world human development index (HDI) average has increased 
from 0.597 to 0.711 between 1990 and 2015. For the same period, the OIC average rose from 
0.505 to 0.616 and remained significantly below the OECD and world average. OIC’s HDI values 
are only higher than those of LDCs. On the other hand, the gap between the OIC and developing 
countries has enlarged in the last 25 years. In 1990, it was only 0.008 points whereas it has risen 
to 0.044 points in 2015 implying a more rapid progress in developing countries. He added that, 
according to his estimation, given the current growth rate, it will take approximately another 18 
years for the OIC to reach the current level of world average. Furthermore, the HDI level of low 
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income countries in 2015 is even lower than that of OIC average in 1990. This means that the low 
income countries could not catch up with 1990 OIC HDI level in the last 25 years. 

Lastly, Mr. İLYAS enumerated some of his findings about the poverty in the OIC region. He stated 
that monetary poverty is significant in the member countries; however, non-monetary poverty is 
devastating. Nearly a quarter of the population in the OIC member countries live under 
multidimensional poverty. He added that progress in the human development varies significantly 
among the member countries. There is an improvement over time; however a faster progress is 
needed. 

3. Forced Migration in the OIC Member Countries: Policy 

Framework Adopted by Host Countries 

3.1. Overview of Forced Migration to and from OIC Member Countries 

Ms. Kathleen Newland, senior fellow and co-founder of the Migration Policy Institute, presented 
an overview of forced migration to and from the OIC countries, as well as key concepts in 
international and domestic laws regarding the protection of refugees. This presentation drew 
from the themes of the report commissioned by the COMCEC Coordination Office, and written by a 
team of researchers at the Migration Policy Institute, entitled “Forced Migration in the OIC 
Member Countries: Policy Framework Adopted by Host Countries.” 

Ms. Newland began by presenting definitions of common terms prevalent in the global protection 
framework for forced migrants. The term forced migrant, used throughout the report, is not a 
legal term but rather a descriptive term used to include any person compelled by external factors 
to leave his or her home in search of safety, respect for human rights, prospect of a secure 
livelihood and a future for their children. The term refugee is legally defined as an individual 
residing outside his/her country of nationality owing to a fear of persecution due to at least one of 
five well-established grounds: race, religion, nationality, political opinion, or membership in a 
particular social group. The 1951 Convention on the Status of Refugees and associated 1967 
Protocol are legally binding instruments establishing a framework for refugee protection; 
however, they are only binding on those countries that have ratified them. 

The presentation continued with an overview of the global protection framework for forced 
migrants. The core of this system is based on the principle of non-refoulement, meaning that 
refugees should not be expelled or involuntarily returned to a territory where their “life or 
freedom would be threatened.” This principle is guaranteed by state parties to the 1951 
Convention and included in the 1984 Convention against Torture, which does not limit non-
refoulement to those fleeing due to the one of the five grounds. 

Ms. Newland continued by outlining the rights and obligations of those considered to be refugees 
under the 1951 Convention. Articles 12-26 of the Convention commit signatory states to a range 
of economic, social, and juridical rights, either on an equal basis with nationals, or on a basis as 
favourable as possible and at least as favourable as that accorded to other foreign nationals legally 
residing in the state. These include freedom of religion, the right to elementary education, access 
to the court system, freedom of movement, and the right to work. The Convention also 
acknowledges that refugees have obligations to the states protecting them, including conforming 
to laws and regulations, and measures taken to maintain public order. In total, 35 of 57 OIC 
Member Countries have ratified the 1951 Convention, and 29 member states have implemented 
national asylum systems.    
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After sketching several regional treaties that reinforce or expand protection, including the 1969 
OAU (Organization of African Unity) Convention and the Cartagena Declaration, Ms. Newland 
mentioned the concept of effective protection for which national or international legal 
frameworks must be complemented by operational elements. The process for effective protection 
of forced migrants was explained in five steps: escaping one’s own country, crossing a border, 
being recognized as a refugee, obtaining documentation to this effect, and obtaining access to 
social and economic benefits in the destination country.  

Ms. Newland went on to discuss the complex drivers of migration in recent years, and new forms 
of protection applied to forced migrants whose reasons for flight do not fit the narrow definition 
of the 1951 Convention. Forced migration in the past decade has often resulted from complex 
emergencies such as armed conflict and drought, peace agreements that fail in the face of poverty, 
inequality, or political and economic instability, ethnic conflict, external intervention, or famine. In 
these complex situations, some people who feel compelled to move may be seen as refugees, while 
others may not. Although there is legally a bright line between refugees and migrants, in fact, it is 
often indistinct, as individuals have multiple reasons for moving.  

For those who are not considered to be refugees under the 1951 Convention definition, a number 
of countries have granted alternative statuses, such as subsidiary protection and temporary 
protection. These statuses may not provide the same social and economic rights as those available 
to refugees, and leave forced migrants uncertain with regard to their long-term status. This is a 
sharp contrast to the 1951 Convention refugee status, in which the onus is on destination 
countries to prove that the need for protection has ended, rather than on forced migrants to prove 
their motivations for flight are ongoing.   

After completing the analysis of protection frameworks, the presentation turned to trends in 
forced migration globally and among OIC Member Countries. According to UNHCR, there are 
currently 65.5 million people displaced globally, among which 40 million are internally displaced, 
24 million are considered refugees, and approximately one million asylum seekers are waiting to 
have their protection claims adjudicated. The OIC plays a prominent role in global refugee 
protection. According to UNHCR end-of-year figures for 2015, five of the top ten refugee-
producing and refugee hosting countries are OIC Member States.  

Destination countries often respond to refugee-inducing situations in their region. Within the OIC, 
major flows of Syrians, Afghans, and Somalis have been received by the neighbouring OIC Member 
States. In most cases, forced migrants seek refuge in the neighbouring or nearby countries, and 
may even circulate between country of origin and destination if conditions allow. However, 
individuals may be pushed to travel onwards due to lack of economic opportunity or safety, and 
conclude their journeys further afield. These journeys are rarely linear, and may involve several 
extended stays in different destination countries due to the inability to maintain livelihoods, new 
information, or external circumstances.  

Ms. Newland concluded the presentation by illuminating gaps in current protection frameworks 
for forced migrants. Firstly, new drivers of migration and mixed migration, involving various 
motivations and claims for protection, have not been adequately taken into account in prevailing 
international protection instruments. Weak implementation capacity in a wide range of countries 
compounds this issue further. Secondly, the three classic durable solutions for forced migrants: 
return, local integration, and resettlement, are not available to many refugees due to mass influx 
and ongoing conflicts which impede return. Half of all refugees have been displaced for five years 
or more, and the number of people in such protracted situations is rising rapidly. The lack of 
access to durable solutions has brought about the need for much greater policy innovation, so that 
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large forced migrant communities may become self-sustaining contributors to destination country 
economies, instead of substantial burdens on resources and public services.   

The presentation concluded by suggesting the following recommendations:  

• Legal status is important; however, investment in regulations, staff, and infrastructure is also 

needed to implement humanitarian protection laws. 

• Emphasizing investments in livelihoods and labour market integration, 

• Utilizing national service systems and poverty alleviation strategies to meet the needs of 

refugees as well as host communities, 

• Donors should provide sustained and holistic international support to enable asylum countries 

to meet their obligations. 

• Improving data collection on forced migrant populations and evaluation of policies and 

interventions. 

Questions and Remarks 

Question: Mr. Gadson ABEMIGISHA, the Chairman, stated that some countries, even if they are 
party to the 1951 Convention on the Status of Refugees, do not act according to the most 
important fundamental of the Convention which is non-refoulment principle and send back the 
forced migrants to their origin countries where they are not safe. He asked whether there is any 
sanction power of the Convention for such countries. 

Answer: Mrs. NEWLAND mentioned that there is no monitoring body for the evaluation of 
countries’ performances in relation to their obligations as per the 1951 Convention. She added 
that the Convention is not a self-executing mechanism and successful implementation of the 
Convention requires the signatories’ willingness to reflect the principles of the Convention into 
their national legislations. 

Q: Mr. Nevzat KUNDURACI, stated that the European countries stand as the most preferred 
destinations by the forced migrants. He asked how these countries treat refugees and what kind of 
policies the European countries have implemented. 

A: While noting that the report has focused on the OIC countries and does not include detailed 
information about the European countries, Mrs. NEWLAND expressed that Germany and Sweden 
are the host countries with the highest numbers of forced migrants in Europe. Nevertheless, they 
have received much lower numbers of refugees than the countries in close proximity to the origin 
countries. As a general observation, she pointed out that there is more political controversy in 
European countries about receiving refugees although they have better economic conditions than 
other host states. 

3.2. Policy Framework for Forced Migration in the Case OIC Member 
Countries 

Mr. Brian SALANT, expert at the Migration Policy Institute, presented the case country evaluations 
of protection frameworks and poverty alleviation efforts for forced migrants in five specific case 
study countries. The presentation was adapted from the third chapter of the report commissioned 
by the COMCEC Coordination Office, and written by a team of researchers at the Migration Policy 
Institute, entitled “Forced Migration in the OIC Member Countries: Policy Framework Adopted by 
Host Countries." 
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Mr. SALANT commenced the presentation by introducing the five case study countries, which 
represent each of the three OIC geographic regions, host a substantial number of forced migrants 
from OIC Member States, and reflect a diverse range of migration management contexts, policy 
approaches, and implementation capacities. These countries include Turkey, currently hosting the 
highest number of forced migrants in the world; Jordan, hosting the second-highest number of 
refugees per capita; Uganda a leading host country of forced migrants in the Great Lakes region of 
Sub-Saharan Africa; Morocco, a country changing from transit hub to destination; and Sweden, 
which in the past four years received 70 percent of asylum applications from OIC nationals. 

After introducing the case study countries, Mr. SALANT invoked several key themes that 
resonated throughout the case studies. Firstly, protracted displacement compels governments to 
look beyond the short-term, and carefully consider policies to alleviate poverty among forced 
migrant populations. Secondly, investment in the capacity of protection authorities as well as 
poverty alleviation actors is critical to their success. Thirdly, approaches to livelihoods 
development benefit from being targeted to the capabilities of forced migrants and to the local 
economic context no matter the level of development of the host country. A final essential theme 
of the presentation was that protection regimes established by host countries, including the 
security of status and efficiency with which such status is afforded, affect the ability of forced 
migrants to move out of poverty. 

The first section of the presentation outlined current forced migration flows in each case study 
country through graphics illustrating the particular contours of inflows by nationality or 
protection status. Among other trends, the graphics illustrated the rapid increase of registered 
protection beneficiaries in Turkey since 2013, prevalence of Syrian and Iraqi forced migrants in 
Jordan, large flows of Sudanese, South Sudanese, and Congolese to Uganda, and three peaks of 
migration in Sweden since the 1990s.  

Mr. SALANT continued by outlining key themes observed across national protection frameworks 
in the case study countries. Firstly, national frameworks and their level of completeness vary in 
relation to international standards. Secondly, different regimes have been created to apply to 
different groups of forced migrants, often divided by nationality and time of arrival. Finally, legal 
frameworks are only as effective as their ability to be implemented. The ineffective 
implementation of protection policies often results in a backlog of cases to be adjudicated, and 
more resources expended by forced migrants as they wait for protection status. 

The presentation built upon these themes by illustrating case study countries’ ratification of the 
1951 Convention on the Status of Refugees and approval of comprehensive asylum legislation. Of 
the five countries, only Jordan has neither ratified the 1951 Convention nor enacted national 
asylum legislation, however, it is committed to the principle of non-refoulement through a 1998 
Memorandum of Understanding with UNHCR. Beyond Jordan, several of the case study countries 
have had their national legislation influenced by multilateral bodies and international 
organizations. These include the Convention against Torture, European Court of Human Rights, 
technical expertise of UNHCR, and the European Union. As mentioned earlier, legislation is only as 
effective as its capacity to be implemented, and several case study countries work with UNHCR to 
carry out refugee status determinations, or have implemented prima facie recognition for certain 
nationalities in situations of mass influx. 

Mr. SALANT looked further at national protection frameworks by highlighting discrepancies in 
treatment, evolution of protection benefits over time, and the variability of policy implementation. 
Four out of five case study countries employ separate protection regimes for separate groups of 
forced migrants. In many cases these countries utilize a form of temporary protection, 
highlighting the trade-off between commitment of the destination country to forced migrants and 
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efficiency with which they provide status and benefits. Protection benefits may also change over 
time, with certain countries scaling back support for refugees due to heavy burdens on national 
systems while others expand benefits as they realize the importance of self-sufficiency to forced 
migrant communities. Refugees’ access to these benefits is dependent upon the implementation 
capacity of destination countries, which have been hindered by lack of staff, unclear policies and a 
burdensome system for determining refugee status.  

In the third section of the presentation, Mr. SALANT discussed poverty alleviation efforts across 
the five case study countries. The policies and initiatives in the areas of housing, employment, 
education, and health relate directly to the ability of forced migrants to become self-sufficient in 
countries of asylum, and move away from dependency on the host country governments and 
international donors. The effectiveness of such policies is equally dependent upon the capacity for 
implementation, coordination between actors at various levels of government and civil society, 
and targeting both the capabilities of refugees and local economic contexts. 

The presentation then covered specific policies of each case study country in the areas of housing, 
employment, education and healthcare, along with major themes, and barriers to their efficient 
implementation. Research into housing policies underlined the trade-off between quality housing 
away from urban centers, and the need for shelter in close proximity to economic opportunities. 
Employment opportunities for forced migrants have been dominated by the informal market, and 
even when work permits are available, there has been little incentive for employers to formalize 
their workforce. Education is a critical policy area given the prevalence of youth among forced 
migrants. However, school attendance has been impeded by teacher shortages, language and 
transportation barriers, and school fees, along with the necessity for children to work to support 
their families. Likewise, access to healthcare has been hindered by fees and language barriers, 
overcrowding, as well as misunderstanding of regulations among service providers.  

The presentation drew attention to several challenges and lessons observed among the case study 
countries, and closely related to the policy recommendations offered at the conclusion of the 
report. Forced migration can easily overwhelm national poverty alleviation efforts, and dramatic 
spikes in flows even strain the resources of wealthy countries such as Sweden. As innovative 
poverty alleviation initiatives are developed in response, it is essential that they are regularly 
analyzed and adjusted to have the greatest effect on their targeted populations.   

Mr. SALANT concluded the presentation by discussing the role foreign donors and other 
international actors play in addressing poverty alleviation challenges posed by the mass influx of 
forced migrants, and the importance for national governments of using foreign aid to develop 
national systems. At first glance, funding provided by international actors may keep services open 
to refugees. One example of this is UNICEF’s support of Temporary Education Centers in Turkey. 
Possibly more important, however, is the recognition of the international community that 
countries hosting refugees are providing a public good. In order to share this burden, countries 
who do not host refugees must contribute to their well-being through technical or financial 
assistance. For the host countries themselves, investment received from international donors 
creates an opportunity to improve national policies and programs to benefit host communities as 
well as forced migrants. Investments in national systems may also be more sustainable than 
refugee-specific programs, and continue after eventual decreases in donor funding.    
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4. Policy Discussion Session 

The session was moderated by Mr. UMER SIDDIQUE, First Secretary in the Embassy of Pakistan 
in Ankara. 

At the beginning of the session, Mr. Mehmet Akif ALANBAY, Expert from the COMCEC 
Coordination Office, made a brief presentation on the responses of the Member Countries to the 
policy questions on forced migration which were sent to the Poverty Alleviation Working Group 
focal points as well as other participants by the CCO. In his presentation, Mr. ALANBAY gave brief 
information on policy questions. Afterwards, he presented the policy advices provided in the 
room document. 

After the presentation, Mr. SIDDIQUE gave the floor to all delegations asking their opinions and 
comments for each policy recommendations. The participants shared their comments on the 
policy recommendations given in the room document. Based on intensive deliberations, the 
participants have highlighted the following policy advices:2 

 Developing a sound policy framework at the national level coherent with legislations and 
mechanisms in the host countries and strengthening their institutional and human 
capacity in order to manage diverse set of forced migration flows and address the needs 
of migrants 

 Facilitating access to safe and affordable housing with a view to decreasing housing 
shortages and the economic burden on both migrants and host communities and allowing 
them to actively participate in daily life in the host country 

 Increasing the forced migrants’ access to labour market through providing work permits 
and developing programs for upgrading their skills with a view to enhancing self-
sustainability 

 Ensuring forced migrants’ access to health and education services through eliminating the 
practical barriers including linguistic disparities and service fees 

 Collecting reliable data on forced migrant population with a view to increasing the 
efficiency of policy making and monitoring as well as evaluation processes 

 Mobilising the international and OIC support and resources for alleviating poverty among 
the forced migrants 

5. Member State Presentations 

In this section, the representative of the Ministry of Family and Social Policies of Turkey made a 
presentation to inform the participants about policies and programs conducted for forced 
migrants in terms of alleviating poverty within the country and improving the living conditions of 
the refugees. 

5.1. Turkey 

Ms. Handan AÇAR, Expert in Ministry of Family and Social Policies (MoFSP) of Turkey, made a 
presentation focusing on Emergency Social Safety Net (ESSN) program implemented for the 
forced migrants. 

At the beginning of her presentation she stated that AFAD provides aids to almost 270.000 
Syrians living in camps. In addition, Food Card Application is implemented by the Turkish Red 

                                                           
2 The Room Document is attached as Annex 3. 
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Crescent (Kızılay) to those living outside the camp in 5 cities which have the densest Syrian 
population (Gaziantep, Kilis, Şanlıurfa, Hatay, Kahramanmaraş). 

Ms. AÇAR mentioned that the MoFSP has been given the task of conducting the ESSN program 
with the aim of Meeting the basic needs of forced migrants under temporary protection, enabling 
their adaptation period by strengthening them financially, decreasing the child poverty with the 
help of Conditional Cash Transfer. The ESSN is implemented in cooperation with Disaster and 
Emergency Management Presidency (AFAD), Kızılay, Directorate General of Migration 
Management (DGMM), European Commission of Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection (ECHO), 
World Food Program (WFP), UNHCR and UNICEF. 

She continued her presentation with the details about the ESSN program. Forced migrants living 
in Turkey under international protection (IP) or temporary protection (TP) with a 98 or 99 ID 
number can benefit from the program. Any individual from the same household who legally 
considered as an adult will receive 32 USD per month to directly his/her bank account. 

Ms. AÇAR expressed that it is targeted to start the payments under the ESSN program in the first 
quarter of 2017. It is planned to support almost 1 million forced migrants, which is the highest-
budget humanitarian aid operation worldwide.  

6. Perspective of International Institutions and NGOs 

6.1. Experiences of UNHCR 

Ms. Damla TAŞKIN, made a presentation regarding the experiences of United Nations High 
Commissionner for Refugees (UNHCR) in refugee protection and services for the forced migrants. 

At the outset, Ms. Damla TAŞKIN briefly informed the participants that the UNHCR was 
established in 1950 by the UN General Assembly and it operates with more than 9300 staff in 123 
countries. In Turkey, UNHCR country office was established in 1960 in Ankara and it has field 
offices in İstanbul, Van, Gaziantep, Hatay and Şanlıurfa. Ms. TAŞKIN mentioned that UNHCR has 
some specialized units for refugee status determination, policy development, protection, 
resettlement, livelihoods and education. 

Ms. TAŞKIN highlighted that UNHCR’s priorities for Turkey are access to education, access to 
livelihoods and inclusion in social safety nets. Ms. TAŞKIN focused on the livelihoods in her 
presentation. She stated that livelihoods are the activities that allow people to secure the basic 
necessities of life such as food, water, shelter and clothing. Livelihoods also imply the transition 
from relief to self-reliance. In this respect, the aim of livelihoods activities is income generation 
through wage employment or self-employment. She shared some images showing some of the 
items and handcrafts produced by refugees. 

Afterwards she touched upon the strategic priorities of livelihoods. She pointed out that UNHCR 
promotes the right to work and the right to development. In this regard, it provides advocacy and 
networking with the Government and the private sector with a view to enable people to preserve 
and protect their productive assets as well as meet their immediate consumption needs. With this 
perspective, in order to achieve self-reliance, UNHCR endeavours to mobilize resources for start-
up support, cash grant and support to entrepreneurs. In addition, it also promotes forced 
migrants’ access to information, vocational training and access to financial services. 

Ms. TAŞKIN informed the participants about the legal framework of work permits for the forced 
migrants under temporary protection regime in Turkey. She expressed that all beneficiaries of 
Temporary Protection are obliged to obtain a work permit to work in Turkey and application for 
work permits are allowed 6 months after the registration date. In terms of self-employment, 
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Syrians fulfilling the criteria for issuance of independent work permit can apply for the permit 
personally. Those Syrians who will be working in the seasonal agricultural work and livestock are 
covered under the scope of work permit exemption subject to possible limitations. Health service 
providers and teachers need preliminary permission from Ministry of Health and Ministry of 
National Education. 

Ms. TAŞKIN pointed out that there is no restriction on specific provinces for employment. She also 
stated that work permits will be issued for the cities where Temporary Protection beneficiaries 
are permitted to reside. In addition, she expressed that the number of foreigners working at one 
workplace cannot exceed 10% of the number of Turkish employees. 

Lastly, Ms. TAŞKIN gave brief information on the activities of Livelihoods Centers of UNHCR in 
terms of vocational training, entrepreneurship programs and work permits outreach programme 
in different cities of Turkey. She mentioned that UNHCR also supports for refugee owned business 
and 5000 refugee owned companies established by 2016 and 700 of them are in Gaziantep.  

Questions and Remarks 

Question: Mr. Veysi KAYA, Director of Education and Culture Services of Turkiye Diyanet 
Foundation (TDF) asked how the UNHCR and UNICEF cooperate in terms of education services for 
the refugees. 

Answer: Ms. Damla TAŞKIN mentioned that the UNHCR focuses on tertiary education with 
university scholarships, Turkish education and vocational training whereas UNICEF focuses on 
primary and secondary education.  

6.2. Experiences of Turkish Red Crescent Society (KIZILAY) 

Mr. Serkan YILMAZKURT, Head of Unit in Turkish Red Crescent Society (KIZILAY), made a 
presentation regarding the experiences of KIZILAY in humanitarian relief and social assistance for 
Syrian refugees. 

At the outset, Mr. Serkan YILMAZKURT stated that, as of October 2016, Kızılay operates in 17 tent 
cities and 8 container cities deployed throughout 10 cities of Turkey with 188 staff working under 
the field level supervision of “Syria Crisis Country Field Coordination Office” based in Gaziantep 
and central level supervision of “Migration and Refugee Services Department” based in Ankara. 

Border relief activities are basically the dispatch of humanitarian relief items from the zero point 
of Turkish-Syrian border line (without violating the border rights) in accordance with the 
demands coming from the Syrian side. The total value of humanitarian relief items sent to Syria so 
far under the sub-sectors of shelter, education, food, non-food items, logistics, health and WASH 
(water/sanitation/hygiene) is more than 1.6 billion TL. 

Mr. Serkan YILMAZKURT touched upon the “KIZILAYKART” programme, which had been already 
implemented by Kızılay and became operational for Syrian people living inside Turkey on October 
2012, through the collaboration with the United Nations World Food Programme (WFP) and 
Kızılay within the temporary shelter centers (camps). The aim of the Programme is to allow 
Syrian people to purchase food supplies from the contracted markets as per their preference. The 
Programme has also been implemented in urban areas since June 2015, such as Gaziantep, 
Şanlıurfa, Hatay, Kilis and Kahramanmaraş. 50 TL in camps and 62 TL in urban areas are uploaded 
monthly to Kızılaykarts for each person in a household by HalkBank through the funds 
transferred to Kızılay by WFP. As of October 2016, the total amount transferred to Kızılaykarts is 
nearly 403 million TL. 
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Afterwards, he informed the participants about “Child Protection As Part of the Syria Emergency 
Response” which was initiated in 2013 in collaboration with the United Nations Children’s Fund 
(UNICEF), for the benefit of school-aged (4-18 year-olds) Syrian children and adolescents living in 
Turkey. The Project is being implemented in 22 temporary accommodation centers (camps) as 
well as 6 community centers and 2 mobile child friendly spaces (CFSs) by 48 Kızılay youth 
workers, supported by 1 project field coordinator and 4 project assistants. Also 2 social workers 
were recruited to perform case studies inside and outside of camps. In total; 142.171 Syrian 
children and adolescents have  benefited from CFSs and 1.400 Syrian volunteers (youth leaders) 
were trained through 837.806 CFS activities performed by Kızılay youth workers. 

Mr. YILMAZKURT continued his presentation with the Community Center Project which was also 
initiated by Kızılay in urban areas to provide psychosocial support, vocational training and 
referral services to Syrian people under temporary protection. Currently, there are 6 community 
centers serve the urban population in Şanlıurfa, İstanbul, Konya, Kilis and Ankara through the 
financial support of the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC). 
Kızılay is planning to open 10 more community centers until the end of 2017. Through these 
centers 32.703 people have been reached by 105 Kızılay staff. 

Lastly, Mr. YILMAZKURT stated that as per the protocol signed between Kızılay and the 
Directorate General of Migration Management (DGMM), Kızılay was assigned to monitor the basic 
humanitarian needs inside the reception and repatriation centers in Turkey. In this respect, 
Kızılay personnel from different cities regularly visit those centers and fill in the assessment 
(survey) forms to make sure all services being provided inside the centers are in harmony with 
humanitarian standards. 

Questions and Remarks 

Question: Mr. Brian SALANT stated that most of the border gates are closed at Syrian frontier and 
he asked about the challenges regarding cross border relief services of Kızılay at the Syrian 
border. 

Answer: Mr.  YILMAZKURT expressed that 3 out of 12 border gates are open in Hatay and Kilis. 
He expressed that they face difficulties in transferring the humanitarian aid to Syrian side. He 
pointed out that they try to overcome this challenge through getting the trucks back to back at 
both sides at the zero point of the border and transfer the items from truck to truck.  

6.3. IHH Humanitarian Relief Foundation’s Experience in Humanitarian 
Support and Social Assistance Programs for Forced Migrants 

Mr. Abdulsalam AL SHAREEF, Coordinator of Services for Syrian Refugees in IHH Humanitarian 
Relief Foundation presented IHH’s operations between 2011 and 2016 for the Syrian refugees and 
internally displaced Syrians inside the country. 

At the beginning, Mr. AL SHAREEF stated that regarding the Syrian case the IHH mostly operates 
inside Syria. IHH has established three coordinator centers and two offices inside Turkey close to 
Syrian border (Rayhanli, Kilis, Urfa, Karkamish and Yayladag). The IHH has also established two 
coordinaton centers and two offices inside Syria (Babalhawa, Bab-assalama, Jarablus and 
Turkmandagi).  

With respect to humanitarian relief the IHH runs and supports 43 bakeries and 13 mobile 
kitchens. IHH daily provides 2 million loaf of bread inside Syria. It has also constructed 12 water 
wells and two water purification units. Furthermore, 10 thousands trucks carrying food and non-
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food items have been sent to Syria so far and 1.450.000 litres fuel was sent for the bakeries, 
hospitals and schools. 

In education sector, IHH provides support to 357 schools, 15 thousand teachers and 328 thousand 
students in terms of construction, salaries, stationary and transportation. Mr. AL SHAREEF 
mentioned that the IHH has also set up an orphan village in Reyhanlı in which 1.000 orphans can 
accommodate with all facilities including education and play grounds. 

Regarding housing, 12.500 tents and 6.850 containers have been installed by the IHH and almost 
150 thousand people have been ensured with shelter. For the additional housing need, the IHH is 
constructing 100 permanent block houses (65 sq m each). 

With respect to health related needs of Syrians, Mr. AL SHAREEF expressed that the IHH has sent 
683 ambulances, 7 mobile clinics, huge quantity of medical equipment (ultrasound machines, 
patient beds ,generators and fuel for hospitals and medical centres) and medicine, established 
blood bank and oxygen generating unit and carried out vaccination and circumcision campaigns. 

Questions and Remarks 

Question: Mr. Metin EKER, Director General of the COMCEC Cooperation Office asked whether the 
NGOs inside Syria operate separately or there is a coordination mechanism among them. 

Answer: Mr. AL SHAREEF explained that in each disaster occurred in a country the NGOs work 
separately. After some time they come together and begin to work together. In the Syrian case the 
situation is similar.  

Q: Mrs. Kathleen NEWLAND asked if the IHH can operate in the areas where the Syrian regime is 
ruling or it can only operate in the areas which are under the control of the opposition side. 

A: Mr. AL SHAREEF pointed out that the only activity in the area under the regime’s control was 
the humanitarian diplomacy operation through which the exchange of prisoners with the Syrian 
regime and the opposition side could be realized. Otherwise, he expressed that it is impossible to 
operate in the areas controlled by the Syrian regime. 

6.4. Turkiye Diyanet Foundation’s Experience in Education Services and 
Assistance for Forced Migrants 

Mr. Veysi KAYA, Director of Education and Culture Services Turkiye Diyanet Foundation (TDF) 
presented TDF’s experience focusing on education activities. He stated that the Foundation is a 
leading Turkish International NGO that was established in 1975. It operates with 1.000 branches 
in Turkey and over 150 partner organisations around the globe. The strategic priority of the 
Foundations is to provide free education, particularly to disadvantaged communities. The TDF is 
active in Turkey and 11 other countries with 19 primary, secondary and higher educational 
institutions through which 4500 students are provided with free education. 

Mr. KAYA mentioned about main reasons of the deprivation of the migrant students which are 
among others; language barrier, legal status, cultural orientation, lack of proper curriculum and 
text books, recognition and equivalence of certificates and financial inability.  

Afterwards, Mr. KAYA touched upon the responses developed for the aforementioned obstacles. 
Firstly, he gave an example from one of their project called as Zest (Zeal, Enthusiasm, Simplicity 
and Transparency) School Model implemented in Pakistan for migrated Rohingyan students 
which are deprived of proper formal education. 
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ZEST  Schools  (non-formal  education)  is  the most  important  component  that  is  designed  to  
take out-of-school  children  to  formal  education  system  by  completing  their  five  levels  of  
primary education  in  only three  years  instead  of  five  years.  After primary education these 
children will be inducted to mainstream schools at sixth level and onward. The students educated 
in ZEST Schools do not have to make out of pocket expense. 3.000 students are provided with 
primary level education in 75 education centers. 

Mr. KAYA continued his presentation with the efforts of the Foundation regarding higher 
education of forced migrants. The TDF has signed an educational cooperation protocol with IIUM 
(International Islamic University in Malaysia) and IIUC (International Islamic University 
Chittagong) in order to support unprivileged Rohingyan migrants in Bangladesh and Malaysia. 
127 migrated Rohingyan students were provided with higher education opportunity with this 
scholarship program. 

With regards to endeavours of the Foundation in Turkey, starting from 2013, the TDF has opened 
temporary primary, secondary and high schools in different cities of Turkey such as Gaziantep, 
Kilis, Şanlıurfa and Ankara in collaboration with the Ministry of National Education with the aim 
of providing the Syrian out of school children with education. 13,000 students at primary, 
secondary and high school levels have enrolled at schools organized by the TDF. 

Questions and Remarks 

Question: Mr. Gadson ABEMIGISHA, the Chairman, asked about the Foundation’s resource of 
funding for operating schools. 

Answer: Mr. KAYA mentioned that the TDF is under the Presidency of Religious Affairs of Turkey 
which is a governmental body. He stated that the Foundation does not receive any funding from 
the government. Nevertheless, the President of the Presidency of Religious Affairs is also the 
President of the TDF. Therefore, every single office of the Presidency of Religious Affairs is 
automatically the branch of the TDF. Regarding the financial resources he expressed that the main 
income of the Foundation comes from philanthropic organizations. 

7. Closing Remarks 

The Meeting ended with closing remarks of Mr. Gadson ABEMIGISHA, Chairman of the Meeting 
and Mr. Metin EKER, Director General of the COMCEC Coordination Office (CCO). 

Mr. ABEMIGISHA thanked all the member country representatives as well as participants from 
SESRIC, UNHCR, KIZILAY, IHH and Turkiye Diyanet Vakfı for their participation and valuable 
contributions. 

Mr. Metin EKER also thanked all participants for their attendance and valuable contributions. He 
expressed that the main outcome of the meeting is the Policy Recommendations Document which 
includes a number of policy proposals for the member countries. He stated that these 
recommendations will be submitted to the 32nd COMCEC Ministerial Meeting as an output of the 
8th Meeting of the Poverty Alleviation Working Group. 

Furthermore, Mr. EKER informed the participants that the 9th Meeting of the COMCEC Poverty 
Alleviation Working Group will be held on April 6th, 2017 in Ankara with the theme of 
“Malnutrition in OIC Countries: A Trap for Poverty”. He stated that as per the usual practice a 
research report will be prepared on the theme of the 9th Meeting and will be shared with the focal 
points in advance of the meeting. 
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Annex 1: Agenda of the Meeting 

 

 
 

AGENDA 

OF THE 8
TH

 MEETING OF THE COMCEC 

POVERTY ALLEVIATION WORKING GROUP 

 

3
rd

 November, 2016 Ankara, Turkey 

“Forced Migration in the OIC Member Countries: 

Policy Framework Adopted by Host Countries” 

 

 

Opening Remarks 

1. COMCEC Poverty Outlook 

2. Forced Migration in the OIC Member Countries: Host Country Perspectives 

3. Roundtable Discussion on the Policy Options for Forced Migrants in the OIC 

Member Countries 

4. Member State Presentations 

5. Perspective of international institutions and NGOs 

6. Utilizing the COMCEC Project Funding  

Closing Remarks 

 

……………… 

…….. 



Proceedings of the 8th Meeting of the COMCEC 
Poverty Alleviation Working Group 

 

16 
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Annex 3: The Policy Recommendations 

ROOM DOCUMENT FOR THE POLICY DEBATE SESSION OF THE 
8TH MEETING OF THE COMCEC POVERTY ALLEVIATION WORKING GROUP 

A policy debate session was held during the 8th Meeting of the Poverty Alleviation Working Group 

to come up with some policy recommendations for developing sound policies towards forced 

migrants and approximating policies among the Member Countries in this important field. The 

policy advices given below have been identified in light of the main findings of the analytical study 

titled “Forced Migration in the OIC Member Countries: Policy Framework Adopted by Host 

Countries” and the responses of the Member Countries to the policy questions which were sent by 

the COMCEC Coordination Office. Recognizing the unique and peculiar circumstances with 

regards to various forms of forced migration, the Working Group has come up with the 

following non-binding policy recommendations. 

 

Policy Advice I: Developing a sound policy framework at the national level coherent with 

legislations and mechanisms in the host countries and strengthening their institutional 

and human capacity in order to manage diverse set of forced migration flows and address 

the needs of migrants  

Rationale: 

Forced migration has serious social and economic impacts on migrants, the country of origin and 

the host countries. Immigrants create heavy demands on local infrastructure and public services 

in host countries, especially in housing, health and education sectors. An efficient response to 

displacement and complex migration flows require a sound policy framework at the national level 

for host countries. In this respect, developing a policy framework to determine the needs of the 

migrants and to assign legal/temporary status may be considered, where required, as per the 

national legislations and mechanisms.  

In addition, existence of a policy framework may not be sufficient to cope with the forced 

migration due to inadequate institutional capacity. In some cases implementation can lag behind 

the policy design. In this case, extensive investments in staff and infrastructure may be needed to 

carry out the policies and regulations efficiently, particularly in the host countries receiving mass 

influx.  

 
Policy Advice II: Facilitating access to safe and affordable housing with a view to decreasing 

housing shortages and the economic burden on both migrants and host communities and 

allowing them to actively participate in daily life in the host country 

Rationale: 

Accommodation in a host country is the most basic need of forced migrants. However, access to 

safe and affordable housing in some member countries is a major challenge due to the huge 

number of migrants as well as resource constraints. Most refugees in the host countries reside in 

urban areas instead of camps. For instance, over 90 percent of Syrians currently being sheltered 

http://tureng.com/tr/turkce-ingilizce/immigrant%20population
http://tureng.com/tr/turkce-ingilizce/inadequate
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in Turkey and 80 percent of Syrians in Jordan live outside the camps provided. Similarly, almost 

90 percent of Iraqi refugees hosted by Jordan live in urban areas.  

Influx of high number of migrants results in a housing shortage and high pressure on the housing 

market in the host countries. Hence, housing for forced migrants needs to be taken into 

consideration while designing national poverty alleviation strategies in the host countries and 

required financial resources, where possible, need to be allocated in order to provide liveable 

sheltering. In particular it is imperative for the international community, including the relevant 

international institutions, to share economic burden of the host countries with regards to 

refugees. 

 

Policy Advice III: Increasing the forced migrants’ access to labour market through 

providing work permits and developing programs for upgrading their skills with a view to 

enhancing self-sustainability 

Rationale: 

Lack of the necessary means to earn a living is one of the key challenges faced by refugees and has 

implications on their vulnerability in other areas, including access to housing and education. 

Labour market participation is therefore critical for displaced populations to sustain their 

livelihoods and for their integration with the host societies. Providing work permits may facilitate 

their access to labour market but it does not always enable them to easily find a job. Language 

differences, mismatches between their skills and the needs of the labour market as well as cost of 

obtaining documentation can be obstacles in their access to labour market. In this respect, 

providing programs for the forced migrants to learn the local language and to update their skills, 

such as vocational training, would facilitate their labour market access.  

 

Policy Advice IV: Ensuring forced migrants’ access to health and education services through 
eliminating the practical barriers including linguistic disparities and service fees  

Rationale: 

Access to basic services such as education and health is a significant challenge for the forced 

migrants. Although provisions exist in most countries to provide refugees and asylum seekers 

with access to basic services, practical barriers may prevent their use. Enrolment or service fees 

may be unaffordable for refugees without a reliable source of income, and service providers may 

lack of the knowledge or capacity to serve a population with unique needs, such as diverse 

linguistic background. In this respect, lack of access to education and medical care can be 

particularly problematic for refugees who are children and at a critical stage in their physical and 

mental development. 

Regarding education, all children at school age need to have an access to education and some 

necessary measures such as preparatory language classes and counselling and guiding services 

should be taken. Concerning health sector, all migrants should be allowed to access primary and 

secondary medical services with free of charge. In this framework, host communities may benefit 

from the high skilled migrants such as doctors and teachers. 
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Policy Advice V: Collecting reliable data on forced migrant population with a view to 

increasing the efficiency of policy making and monitoring as well as evaluation processes 

Rationale: 

Having reliable data is the first and most critical step to design and implement effective policies to 

serve both host communities and forced migrants. It is also necessary in the monitoring process 

to understand if the implemented policies are leading to desired outcomes and to decide whether 

there is a need to further intervention. However, data collection on forced migration remains a 

challenge for host countries. Determination of the exact numbers of forced migrants in a 

particular country as well as their demographic and other socio-economic characteristics can be 

difficult, especially where the refugees do not register to the United Nations High Commissioner 

for Refugees (UNHCR). Moreover, detailed information on the living conditions or socioeconomic 

challenges of forced migrant communities can be even more difficult to obtain. Therefore, detailed 

data on forced migrants should be collected by new surveys or by extending the coverage of the 

existing ones.  

 

Policy Advice VI: Mobilising the international and OIC support and resources for alleviating 

poverty among the forced migrants 

Rationale: 

The scale of forced migration and frequent flows make it impossible for any country to meet the 

needs of forced migrants by themselves. Therefore, host countries require sustainable and holistic 

international support, which goes beyond the traditional humanitarian approach, which only 

focus on humanitarian aid. In this respect, receiving more funding from international donors 

should be achieved through advocating campaigns for high level of commitment from global 

community. The OIC community should not only advocate for facilitating this global commitment 

but also effectively mobilize its own institutions and resources. 

 

 

 

Instruments to Realize the Policy Advices: 

COMCEC Poverty Alleviation Working Group: In its subsequent meetings, the Working Group 

may elaborate on the above-mentioned policy areas in a more detailed manner. 

COMCEC Project Funding: Under the COMCEC Project Funding, the COMCEC Coordination Office 

calls for projects each year. With the COMCEC Project Funding, the member countries 

participating in the Working Groups can submit multilateral cooperation projects to be financed 

through grants by the COMCEC Coordination Office. For the above- mentioned policy areas, the 

member countries can utilize the COMCEC Project Funding and the COMCEC Coordination Office 

may finance the successful projects in this regard. These projects may include organization of 

seminars, training programs, study visits, exchange of experts, workshops and preparing of 

analytical studies, needs assessments and training materials/documents, etc. 
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Expert, Ministry of Family and Social Policies 

- Ms. AYŞE ÇELİKTEN 
Expert, Ministry of Family and Social Policies 

- Ms. HANDAN YILDIZ AÇAR 
Expert, Ministry of Family and Social Policies 

- Ms. BAŞAK KARAKAYA 
Expert, Ministry of Family and Social Policies 

- Ms. NAZLIHAN ÖZGEN 
Expert, Ministry of Family and Social Policies 

- Ms. ESRA SAPMAZ 
Expert, Ministry of Family and Social Policies 

- Ms. ELİF TUNCEL 
Expert, Ministry of Family and Social Policies 

- Mr. MUAMMER BACANLI 
Expert, AFAD 

- Mr. SAVAŞ GÖK 
Social Worker, AFAD 

 
REPUBLIC OF UGANDA 

- Mr. GADSON ABEMIGISHA 
Senior Economist, Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development 
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THE OIC SUBSIDIARY ORGANS 
 
STATICAL, ECONOMIC, SOCIAL RESEARCH AND TRAINING CENTER FOR ISLAMIC 
COUNTRIES (SESRIC) 

- Mr. ADAM ATAUALLAH BENSAID 
Expert 

- Ms. ESMA DEMİRTAŞ 
Expert  

- Mr. MANSUR BOYDAŞ 
Expert 

 
 

INVITED INSTITUTIONS 
 

MIGRATION POLICY INSTITUTE 

- Ms. KATHLEEN NEWLAND 
Senior Fellow and Co-Founder 

- Mr. BRIAN SALANT 
Research Assistant 
 

UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR REFUGEES (UNHCR) 

- Ms. DAMLA TAŞKIN 
Livelihoods Officer 
 

HUMANITARIAN RELIEF FOUNDATION (IHH) 

- Mr. ABDUL SALAM AL SHAREEF 
Coordinator 
 

TURKISH RED CRESCENT SOCIETY (KIZILAY) 

- Mr. SERKAN YILMAZKURT 
Head of Unit Migration Department 
 

TURKIYE DIYANET FOUNDATION 

- Mr. VEYSİ KAYA 
Director of Education and Culture Services 
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Expert 

- Mr. MEHMET FİDAN 
Expert 
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Expert 
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Expert 

 

 
 


